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The Data Collection Process 
 
2016 
 
Data were collected between July 11, 2016 and September 28, 2016. Respondents were mailed an initial survey 
packet on July 11, 2016. Each survey packet contained a cover letter (Appendix A), survey booklet (Appendix B), 
cash incentive of $1, and large postage-paid business reply envelope. A reminder postcard (Appendix C) was 
sent to all non-responders about one week after the group’s initial mailing (July 18, 2016). In addition to the 
reminder postcard, a second survey packet (contents discussed above omitting the $1 incentive) was sent to all 
remaining non-responders on August 3, 2016. A total of 3,079 completed/partially completed surveys were 
received and processed by BOSR through September 28, 2016. 
 
2010-2013 
 
For the 2013 administration respondents were mailed an initial survey packet on May 1, 2013. This packet 
included a cover letter, survey, a $1 bill incentive, and a postage paid return envelope to return the survey. In 
order to increase the response rate, non-responders were mailed a reminder postcard on May 10, 2013. In 
addition to the reminder postcard, a second paper survey and cover letter were mailed to non-responders on May 
30, 2013. Data collection concluded June 30, 2013. 
 
For the 2012 administration respondents were mailed an initial pre-notification letter on November 10, 2011. This 
mailing included a letter inviting the respondent to complete the survey online and a $1 bill incentive. 
Respondents were then mailed a survey packet on November 18, 2011. This packet included a cover letter, 
survey, and a postage paid return envelope to return the survey. In order to increase the response rate, non-
respondents were mailed a reminder postcard on December 8, 2011. In addition to the reminder postcard, a 
second paper survey and cover letter were mailed to non-respondents on December 23, 2011. Data collection 
concluded February 20, 2012. The 2009-2010 administration followed a similar data collection with the exception 
that respondents were not initially invited to complete the survey online, but were invited later. 

 
Using variations of sponsorship, scale ordering, and question wording, respondents were randomly assigned to one 
of three groups as part of a methodological experiment, including one group where survey features indicate that the 
sponsor portrays alcohol use favorably (version 1), a more neutral group using some design elements to deter social 
desirability (version 2), and a third group where a respondent could infer negative connotations around alcohol use 
(version 3). Results from the methodological experiment are not presented in this report; however, more information 
about the methodological experiment can be obtained by calling David DeVries, DHHS Division of Behavioral Health 
at (402) 471-7793. 
 
Response Rate 
 
2016 
 
A total of 2,812 eligible young adults completed a survey. 447 from the original sample, including 267 who 
completed a survey, were determined to be ineligible either because they were out of the age range or they resided 
out of state. The overall response rate for this survey, calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion 
Research’s (AAPOR) standard definition for response rate 2 (which removes known ineligible cases from the total 
sample N), is 24.3%. It should be noted that due to the mode of data collection (mail), it is uncertain if surveys 
reached the entire sample. In fact, a total of 1,484 surveys (12.4%) were returned as undeliverable with no 
forwarding address available. The overall response rate, after adjusting for both known ineligibles and undeliverable 
returns is 27.9%. 
 
2010-2013 
 
In 2013 A total of 2,816 eligible young adults completed a survey. 548 from the original sample, including 235 who 
completed a survey, were determined to be ineligible either because they were out of the age range or they resided 
out of state. The overall response rate for this survey, calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion 
Research’s (AAPOR) standard definition for response rate 1 (which removes known ineligible cases from the total 
sample N), is 29.8%. It should be noted that due to the mode of data collection (mail), it is uncertain if surveys 
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reached the entire sample. In fact, a total of 716 surveys were returned as undeliverable with no forwarding address 
available. The overall response rate, after adjusting for both known ineligibles and undeliverable returns is 32.2%.  
 In 2010, a total of 3,466 eligible young adults completed the survey with the majority (95.9%) completing the survey 
via mail. In 2012, a total of 2,725 eligible young adults completed the survey with a smaller majority (63.7%) 
completing the survey via mail. From the original sample in 2012, a total of 515, including 246 who completed the 
survey, were determined to be ineligible either because they were out of the age range or they now resided out of 
state. A similar number of surveys were determined to be ineligible in 2010. The overall response rate for the survey, 
calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion Research's (AAPOR) standard definition for response 
rate 1 (which removes known ineligible cases from the total sample N)8, was 36.6% in 2010 and 28.7% in 2012. It 
should be noted that due to the primary mode of data collection (mail), it is uncertain if surveys reached the entire 
sample. In fact, a total of 1,313 surveys in 2012 and 1,270 in 2012 were returned as undeliverable with no forwarding 
address available. The response rate, after removing both known ineligibles and undeliverable returns, was 42.5% in 
2010 and 36.9% in 2012. 
 
Data Cleaning 

 
2016 
 
The data are recorded and stored on a secure server located within the Sociology Department at UNL. The Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software package was used to process and document the dataset.  
 
The first step in data cleaning was to run frequency distributions on each of the variables in the survey. The second 
step was to generate variable and value labels. The third step in data cleaning was to check for out-of-range values on 
all survey items.  
 
In order to have complete demographic data for the weighting process, age and gender values from the DMV sample 
file were used in the cases where the respondent left the field blank and where respondents had chosen “Other” for the 
gender question as no population data is available for that category. A total of 18 responses for age were used from 
the sample and 33 responses for gender.  
 
It should be noted that due to the nature of mail surveys, respondents do not always follow the instructions for skip 
patterns within the survey. Inconsistencies, which are common in mail surveys, will still exist in the data due to item 
non-response.  
 
Since the data collected contains information specific to the topic, additional decisions related to cleaning and recoding 
of the data will be left to the client to ensure final data quality. 
 
 
2010-2013 
 
Recoding was done to correct the most obvious errors/inconsistencies in the data (i.e., respondent answered a 
question they should not have answered due to incorrectly following skip instructions). Furthermore, in order to have 
complete demographic data for the weighting process, age, gender and zip code values from the DMV sample file 
were used in the cases where the respondent left the field blank. In 2013 A total of 18 responses for gender were used 
from the sample and 12 responses for age. A total of 154 responses for zip codes were imported because the 
respondent left the zip code field blank.  
 
Due to the mobile nature of a young adult population and the fact the DMV provided address was not always the 
address of respondent residence (but rather often the residence of a parent or other permanent address) the region 
variable was recalculated to reflect the zip code the respondent provided on the questionnaire. 18.3% (n=516) of 
respondents were assigned regions different from the original region in the DMV sample.  
 
In 2012 a total of 28 responses for gender were used from the sample and 39 responses for age across both 
administrations of the survey. A total of 203 sample zip codes were imported because the respondent left the zip code 
field blank across both administrations of the survey. 
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Due to the mobile nature of young adults and the fact that the DMV provided an address that was not always the 
address of respondent residence (but rather often the residence of a parent or other permanent address), the region 
variable was recalculated to reflect the zip code the respondent provided on the questionnaire (i.e., where they live 
most of the year). A total of 21.3% (n=737) of respondents in 2010 and 22.4% (n=608) in 2012 were assigned regions 
different from the original region in the DMV sample. 
 
Inconsistencies in survey response (i.e., failure to follow skip instructions and providing inconsistent answers across 
different survey questions) are common in mail surveys. To avoid eliminating survey respondents completely as well 
as survey item responses from the analysis for this report, inconsistencies in survey responses were left in the 
database. Two examples of these inconsistencies included (but were not limited to): (1) an individual reporting that 
they did not drink 4 or more drinks within a couple of hours in the past month but also reporting driving after binge 
drinking in the past month and (2) an individual reporting that they drove after binge drinking during the past month but 
also reporting that they did not drive under the influence of alcohol during the past year. Inconsistent responses were 
ignored in instances where the analysis did not cross-tabulate or combine variables that were known to be inconsistent 
with one another. In instances where two or more variables known to be inconsistent with one another were cross-
tabulated or combined, the response to the first question in the sequence trumped all subsequent responses that were 
known to be inconsistent. Note that inconsistent responding was rare (involving less than 2% of all respondents) and 
that such responses had a minimal effect on the overall results. 
 
Data Weights 
 
2016 
 
In order to account for the sample design and make the data statistically representative of the state-wide population, 
weights were created for the data. First, data were weighted to account for the sample design through probability of 
selection weighting. Next, nonresponse weights were calculated by Nebraska Behavioral Health Region. The data was 
then weighted by gender, age, and Nebraska Behavioral Health Region using data from the 2010 US Census 
population as this is the only population data available that provides estimates by age rather than larger age groups 
including more than this survey’s target population.  
 
Since a disproportionate regionally stratified sample was used, larger weights were expected and applied for region. 
As is common in many surveys, response among females was higher, resulting in lower weights for female 
respondents. Minimal weighting was required to account for age, as respondents were similar to the Census 
population with regard to age. 
 
2010-2013 
 
In order to make the data statistically representative of the statewide population, weights were created for the data. 
The data was weighted by gender, age, and region to the 2010 US Census population. Since a disproportionate 
regionally-stratified sample was used, larger weights were expected and applied for region. As is common in many 
surveys, response among females was higher, resulting in lower weights for female respondents. Minimal weighting 
was required to account for age, as respondents were similar to the Census population with regard to age.
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Data Analysis and Reporting 

 
Statistical Analysis Software 
 
Analyses of 2016 survey data were conducted using SPSS, Version 23.0 Analyses of 2013 survey data were 
conducted using SPSS, Version 18.0. Analyses of 2010 and 2012 data presented in this report were conducted 
using SPSS, Version 17.0. In 2010, in order to obtain reliable estimates of 95% confidence intervals for weighted 
percentages in the summary tables, SAS-callable SUDAAN, Version 10.0.1, was used. For 2012 and 2013 survey 
analysis, the standard error of the unweighted data was applied to the weighted data to calculate 95% confidence 
intervals. This method, while unconventional, was tested on the 2010 data and yielded 95% confidence intervals 
that were remarkably close to those calculated using SAS-callable SUDAAN Version 10.0.1 (within a half to one 
percent different). 
 
A Note on Statistical Significance (p values) 
 
Data that are statistically significant are indicated with the notation "p<.05". Unless it is noted, one may assume that the 
data discussed in the narrative portion of the report are not statistically significant, except for several instances where it 
was deemed appropriate to note the lack of statistical significance, which is signified with the notation "p>.05". 
 
Data Indicators 

 
For this report, 34 data indicators were developed from either single survey questions or the combination of two or 
more survey questions. These data indicators cover a variety of survey constructs, including alcohol use, alcohol-
impaired driving, and perceptions and attitudes related to alcohol. See the above Summary Table of this report for a list 
of the 34 indicators, corresponding data, and their definitions. 
 
A Note on confidence intervals 
 
For the 2016 report due to the more complex sampling and weighting the a different formula was used for calculating 
the confidence intervals for proportions in order more accurately account for n-size: 
 

CONCATENATE("(",TEXT(100*(percent-TINV(0.05,N)*SQRT(percent*(1-percent)/N)),"0.0"),"-

",TEXT(100*(percent+TINV(0.05,N)*SQRT(percent*(1-percent)/N)),"0.0"),")") 

Where percent is the weighted proportion and where N is the weighted sample size 

For questions involving percentages the following formula was used: 
 

CONCATENATE("(",TEXT(100*(percent-TINV(0.05,N)*(StDev/100)/SQRT(N)),"0.0"),"-

",TEXT(100*(percent+TINV(0.05,N)*(StDev/100)/SQRT(N)),"0.0"),")") 

Where percent is the Weighted Mean/100 for the variable and where N is the weighted sample size and where StDev is 

the weighted standard deviation of the mean. 

The 2010-2013 reports used the following formula for the confidence intervals: 

Lower confidence interval ROUND(G5-1.96*SQRT((G5*(1-G5)/F5)), 3)  

Upper confidence interval ROUND(G5+1.96*SQRT((G5*(1-G5)/F5)),3) 

Demographic Comparisons 
 
There was enough variability in respondent gender, age, urbanicity, and college enrollment status to make 
comparisons among respective groups. The vast majority of respondents, however, were non-Hispanic White and 
thus comparisons are not made among racial groups.  In the 2016 survey there was enough response from 
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Hispanics to make Hispanic and Non-Hispanic comparisons. 
 
Student Status Analysis 
 
This report distinguishes between full-time student and non-full-time students in order to provide an overview of the 
role of student status in young adult alcohol use, attitudes, and perceptions. Full-time students include respondents 
reporting that they are currently in school full-time at a 2/4 year college or university. Non-full-time students include 
respondents reporting that they are in school part-time as well as those who did not indicate that they are in school full-
time or part-time. For this report, analysis and reporting of student status was restricted to 19-22-year-olds, or the ages 
most commonly enrolled in four-year undergraduate as well as two-year degree and technical training programs. 
Within this survey, stark differences in alcohol use were found by age for those just under the legal drinking age (19-
20-year-olds) and those at or above the legal drinking age (21 and older). As a result, to minimize the impact of age on 
survey findings by student status, results for student status were presented separately for 19-20-year-olds and 21-22-
year-olds. Within the 23-25 year old age category, a much smaller number of respondents reported full-time student 
status and among the non-full-time students within this age group, the level of education varied from less than high 
school to professional degree, which confounded the comparison between full-time and non-full-time students within 
this age group. 
 
Urbanicity Analysis 
 
Rural-Urban Commuting Area Codes (RUCAs) are a census tract-based classification scheme that utilizes population 
and work commuting information from the U.S. Census Bureau to characterize all of the nation's census tracts 

regarding their rural and urban status and relationships.9 Because zip code is often the smallest geographic identifier 
available in health data sets, a zip code approximation was developed for RUCA. More information on RUCAs can be 

found at the following website: http://depts.washington.edu/uwruca/ . For this report, RUCA version 2.0, 

categorization B, was applied to the data presented within this report to create three urban/rural categories based on 
the zip code where respondents reported living for most of the year. The three urban/rural categories include: 

 Urban – includes a primary commute flow within an urbanized area of 50,000 people or more and a 
secondary commute flow of 30 to 49 percent to an urbanized area. 


 Large Rural – includes a primary commute flow within a large urban cluster of 10,000 to 49,999 people and a 

secondary commute flow of 10 to 29 percent to an urbanized area. 


 Small Rural – includes a primary commute flow within a small urban cluster of 2,500 to 9,999 people and a 
secondary commute flow of 10 to 29 percent to an urbanized area or 10 to 49 percent to a large urban 
cluster. In addition, small rural also includes a primary commute flow outside an urbanized area or urban 
cluster (i.e., less than 2,500 people) and rural areas with a secondary commute flow of 10 to 29 percent to an 
urbanized area or flow of 10 to 49 percent to either large urban clusters or small urban clusters. 

 

http://depts.washington.edu/uwruca/


http://www.higheredcenter.org/
http://www.higheredcenter.org/
http://www.stopimpaireddriving.org/
http://www.stopimpaireddriving.org/
http://www.niaaa.nih.gov/
http://www.niaaa.nih.gov/
http://www.nrepp.samhsa.gov/
http://www.nrepp.samhsa.gov/
http://www.iom.edu/Reports/2003/Reducing-Underage-Drinking-A-Collective-Responsibility.aspx
http://www.thecommunityguide.org/index.html
http://www.thecommunityguide.org/index.html


http://www.cdc.gov/alcohol/fact-sheets/alcohol-use.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/HealthyYouth/yrbs/index.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/HealthyYouth/yrbs/index.htm
http://www.oas.samhsa.gov/nhsda.htm
http://www.oas.samhsa.gov/nhsda.htm
http://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/newsletter/winter2004/newsletter_number3.pdf
http://depts.washington.edu/uwruca/


http://dhhs.ne.gov/behavioral_health/Pages/sua_suaindex.aspx
http://dhhs.ne.gov/behavioral_health/Pages/sua_suaindex.aspx
mailto:Renee.Faber@nebraska.gov

